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scheduled to stop there, although the gateman and brakeman made 
no objection to his boarding the train, if the conductor, upon ascer- 
taining his destination, informed him that the train would not stop, 
and advised him to leave it at a suitable intermediate stopping place 
and wait for another train. 



Carriers — Federal Regulation — Invalidating Contract for Free 
Transportation — Recovery of Contract Price — New York Central & 
Hudson River Railroad Company, Plff. in Err., v. Charles P. Gray, 
36 Sup. Ct. Rep. 176. — There is nothing in the prohibition of the 
Hepburn act of June 29, 1906 (34 Stat, at L. 587, chap. 3591; Comp. 
Stat. 1913, § 8569), § 2, against charging, collecting, or receiving a 
greater or less or different compensation for transportation than that 
specified in the carrier's published rates, which prevents or relieves 
a carrier from making just compensation in money for the unpaid 
balance of the purchase price of a map made for it, because the deliv- 
ery of the particular consideration stipulated for in the contract, viz., 
free transportation, became unlawful upon the passage of that stat- 
ute. 

The United States Supreme Court held in the case, of Louisville & 
N. R. Co. v. Mottley, 219 U. S. 467, 476, et seq., 55 L. ed. 297, 301, 34 
L. R. A. (N. S.), 671, 31 Sup. Ct. Rep. 265, that the prohibition pre- 
vented the exchange of transportation for services, advertising, re- 
leases, property, or anything else than money, and that this operated 
upon an agreement made long before the passage of the act, whereby 
the carrier, in consideration of a release of damages for injuries sus- 
tained by Mottley and his wife in consequence of a collision of trains 
upon the railroad, agreed to issue free passes to them, renewable 
annually during their several lives, the result being that after the tak- 
ing effect of the Hepburn act specific performance of this agreement 
could no longer be required. 

That the prohibition applies with respect to transportation within 
the bounds of a state as part of an interstate journey is quite clear. 
Southern P. Terminal Co. v. Interstate Commerce Commission, 219 
U. S. 498, 527, 55 L. ed. 310, 320, 31 Sup. Ct. Rep. 279; Railroad Com- 
mission v. Worthington, 225 U. S. 101, 110, 56 L. ed. 1004, 1008, 32 
Sup. Ct. Rep. 653; Railroad Commission v. Texas & P. R. Co., 229 
U. S. 336, 340, 57 L. ed. 1215, 1218, 33 Sup. Ct. Rep. 837. 

In the principal case the court in distinguishing the Mottley Case 
used the following clear and concise statement: "But there is noth- 
ing in the act to prevent or relieve a carrier from paying in money 
for something of value which it had long before received under a 
contract valid when made, even though the contract provided for 
payment in transportation, which the passage of the act rendered 
thereafter illegal. In the Mottley Case, while the right to further 
specific performance of the contract for free passage was denied, the 
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court said (219 U. S. 486): 'Whether, without enforcing the contract 
in suit, the defendants in error may by some form of proceeding 
against the railroad company, recover or restore the rights they had 
when the railroad collision occurred, is a question not before us, and 
we express no opinion on it. ' " 



Commerce — Employers' Liability — When Employee Is Engaged in 
"Interstate Commerce" — Chicago, Rock Island, & Pacific Railway 
Company, Plff. in Err., v. Lizzie L. Wright and Henry C. Berge, Ad- 
ministrators, etc., 36 Sup. Ct. Rep. 186. — An employee of an inter- 
state carrier, injured in a collision while taking a road engine from a 
point in one state to a repair shop in another state, was employed at 
the time in interstate commerce, within the meaning of the Federal 
Employers' Liability Act of April 22, 1908 (35 Stat, at L. 65, chap. 149, 
Comp. Stat. 1913, § 8657), although the train order under which he 
was then proceeding directed that his engine be run "extra" between 
two named points, both of which are in the same state. 

The Supreme Court in the principal case used the following lan- 
guage: "It is entirely clear that taking the road engine from Phil- 
lipsburg, Kansas, to Council Bluffs, Iowa, was an act of interstate 
commerce, and that the intestate, while participating in that act, was 
employed in such commerce. That the engine was not in commer- 
cial use, but merely on the way to a repair shop, is immaterial. It 
was being taken from one state to another, and this was the true 
test of whether it was moving in interstate commerce. See North 
Carolina R. Co. v. Zachary, 232 U. S. 248, 259, 58 L. ed. 591, 595, 34 
Sup. Ct. Rep. 305, Ann. Cas. 1914C, 159. The courts of the state 
rested their decision to the contrary upon the train order under 
which the intestate was proceeding, and upon the decisions in Chi- 
cago & N. W. R. Co. v. United States, 21 L. R. A. (N. S.), 690, 93 C. 
C. A. 450, 168 Fed. 236, and United States v. Rio Grande Western R. 
Co., 98 C. C. A. 293, 174 Fed. 399. In this they misconceived the 
meaning of the train order and the effect of the decisions cited. The 
order was given by a division train despatcher, and meant that be- 
tween the points named therein the engine would have the status of 
an extra train, and not that it was going merely from one of those 
points to the other. The cases cited arose unuer the safety appliance 
acts of Congress, and what was decided was that those acts were not 
intended to penalize a carrier for hauling to an adjacent and conven- 
ient place of repair a car with defective appliances, when the sole 
purpose of the movement was to have the defect corrected, and the 
car was hauled alone, and not in connection with other cars in com- 
mercial use. It was not held or suggested that such a hauling from 
one state to another was not a movement in interstate commerce, 
but only that it was not penalized by those acts." 



